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*%*;3 Abstract

The study examined whé%her sixty elementary school )
teachers co&ld aésess“moral thought étatenwntaiusing a
published rater manual and what factors were related ‘to
their assessing ability. The subjects took a pretest

using only descriptions of the six moral stages origin-

s

ally researched by Lawrence Kohlberg. Next the teachers
were given the self‘tréininé rater manual and a posttest.
Correlations of the demographic and personality variables
studied with scores on ﬁhe.pre and posttests‘§hoyed no
,signifmcapt coyrélations with the posttest ang only one
significant (but moderate) correlation with the pretests
scofes. Analysis of‘variance tests on the pre and post-

tests showed Stage 1 and 3 scores significantly different

but showed no overall diffefence. The major conclusion

£

- \
was that the rater man%gl used was ineffective. .
. < .
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The Ability of Elementary School Teachers
té Assess Moral Thought
f »
The work of Lawrence Kohlberg and kis associates
has provided a description of moral thbught development

(Figure 1) ‘as well as instructional procedures for devel-

education has been suggested as a medium for value educa-
tion in social studies curriculum (e.g., Fraenkel, 1973;

Ferguson & Friesen, 1974; Joyce, 1972; Kohlberg, 1973).

ko

?rior to or during instruction (Rest, 1974). The assess-
ment of moral thought is a complex task. If teache;s
gannot assess the stages of moral thought before instruc-
t3on then the successful assessmept of stages of moral
thouéht during instruction i; doubtful. Further, if

teachers cannot assess the stages of moral thought then

. .

and his associates for moral education is alsoc doubtful.

T
manual as a self training aid' for assessing the stages

of'moral thought statements. The purpose of this study

oping moral thought (Xohlberg & Turiel, 1971). This con-

struct of moral thought development and program for moral

One of the instructional techniques used in most programs

employing Kohlberg's ideas was assessment of moral thought

the successful use of the approaches advocated by Kohlberg

Porter and Taylor (1972) have written a global rater
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. ’ .
was to investigate whether teachers could use the Porter

and Taylor global rater manual to correctly assess the

stage of different moral thought statements, and what

factors, were related to their assessing abilitles.

<

- N

. A e
The measurement s%ffem used to determine ,the stage -

of moral thought involved the qqalitative coding of
responses to .hypothetical moral dilemmas. Two proce-
dures have been used by Kohlberg ahd his associates %o
sltage score moral éhought statements. The figet"ﬁroce—
dure was a sentence coding process. The second procedufe
wes‘a global rating process. In both, a rater guide was
dsed to determine a profile for a subject“eonsisting of a
stage or a combination of stagee. Besides a gfage pro-
file, each subject was given a Moral Maturity Score. The

Moral Maturity Score was the sum of the product of. the

percentage of responses at each stage in a given profile

multiplied by the ordinal value of the stage times -100.

The‘range of the Moral Maturity Score was from 100 (all
Stage 1 responses) to 600 (all Stage 6 responses). The
secend procedure fbr stage scoring appeared the easiest
to use and did not result in subject profi&es which dif-
fered markedly from those profiles produced wﬁen the sen-

tence coding process was used (Blatt'& Kohlberg, 1973) .

Stage Scoring Moral Thought Statements N

4

»
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The use of rating guides alded in thé classification
* A “a » .

of qualitative data, and the skii;\used in classifying

qualitative data (1ike6the data produced by the responses

to.hypothéticai moral dilemmass was ¢

in similar research techniques yielded severaliva iables

of probable importance (Hyman, 1970;‘Richards, Dohgésznd

. & Klein, 1965). First, infe'ligeh¢e sgemed important,"
especially verbal intelligence. Sécond, the demographig‘\

variables of sex, agé, social class, educational back- h

ground, and experience could be impdértant. Finally, the

. bl
ability to relate to others, or in other words, the

- - ability to be recepﬁivevof others, also seemed impo?tant.
The research of Rest, Koh;berg, and Turiel (1969)
suggested one other variabie of probable imp?rtaﬁce.’
Their research showed that the moral svage of an indi-
vidual influenced. comprehension of moralﬂthoughts of
o?hers. Therefore, the moral stage might correlate to
absessing the moral thoughts of others.
In summary, the Porter and Taylor self training

global rater manual was examined to determine if it %

aided teachers in assessing moral thought statements.-'
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This manual was the only published guidg available to 1

aid teachers, and it represented the easiest form of

-~ §

stage scoring moral thought statements. Second, the.

.Variébles'ofgsex? age, social-class, educational back-
. -~ . . .

ground, experignce, verbal intelfigence, receptive -
. Y .

-

~ability, and moral stage were suggested as possiblei

k]
correlates to assessing ability. K

Methods ﬁf‘

Subject§

The subjects of the study were sixty teachers involved
in an experimental Master of Education program at a middle
Atlantic state university. Although the teachers were
volunteers for tne experimental program, they did not
volunteer for this particular study. The majority (83%) _
pf the teachexrs ﬁaughp in elementary schools while the
remé&nder taught in Junior high schools. Most of the 4
teachers (63%) taught all subjects ;ith the others equally -
distributed among various disciplines. All the teachers
were engaged in an elementary sogial studies education
program during the time of this study. Other demographic

and personaliﬁy characteristicsmgg the teachers are given
RV
‘tt;,
% .

in Table 1.
Definitions

Demographic variables. " The de?9graphic variables
L .

T e

‘ .
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investigated were sex, age, and experience. Experience- )
¢
:
i
|

-

socialr class and educational baékground were of less
b " i
importance because ‘the tetachers vere all college gradu-
3 & -t

ates and all were considered on similar socioeconomic
. ael : : ’

-

.

levels. The§e latter two variables were eliminated from

T

investigation'since differentiation between teachers was

“
* [} -

“difficult. .

»

- Persongiity variables. The personality variables

studied were the ability to relate to others (receptive
ability), verbal intelliéénce, and moral maturity (moral
stége). The ability to relate to others was defined as
being cog:Etively open. 'Milton Rokeach's definition wgé
accepfgﬁzas an adéquate description of the meaning of :
verbaz—}eceptive ability (Rokeach, 1960, p. 57):

", . . the extent to0 which the person)@ap receivé,

evaluate, and act‘on relevaﬁtxéqformation_receiyed‘

from the outside on its own intrinsic merits, unen- g

cumbered by irrelevant factors in the'situation

arising from within the person or from the outside."

Verbal intelligence was defined as the verbal score from
the Gfadg%;;‘Records Examination. Moral maturity was de-

fined as tﬁé,Moral Maturity Score obtained from the global
&

rating procegbss from assessing moral thought statements.
& !

i
i

‘
%
&

o o
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Descriptibn of mogg; stages. The description of
moralistages,referred to the stage and sequence chart
developed by Kohlberg and his associates (Kohlberg &
Turiel, 1971, pp.'Ui5—69, and was similar to that pfe— )
sented in Figure 1.

Self training global rater manual.- The raten.man;

ual referred to an adapted version of one of the stGS%es

%
of the guide written by Porter and Taylor (l9725 pp.hﬂl-

22) . ' c‘i&

Pl
. ot

4

Measurement Instruments

Moral maturity measure.' The Kbhlberg measure for
determining the moral stages of individuals was constructgd
from four of the nine hypothetical dilemmas and interview
questions found in his dissertation ZKohlberg, 1958,
pp- 361—75). Stories II, V, VI, and IX were rewpitten
into an "adﬁlé" form, updated, and made into.a paper and
pencilwqpenended qQuestionnaire. Thése particular stories -
were chosén because ,the situations they presentéd were
udfami}iar to th tegéhers. The validity questions of

this measure was- tentatively answered by Kohlberg on the

basis of construct validity. The reliability of the nine

-dilemmas had been reported ranging from :76 %o, .3Xk-among -
\. -‘% 2 : ’ )

the situations with the median value being .51 (Kohlbgrg,

1969, pp. 369-97). ¢«
_ P

2

[N “.u: R

) 'y ' |
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The responses to the measure were stage scored with

the aid of the global rater guide found in the Appendix

of Kohlberg's dissertation (Kohlberg, 1958, pp. 376-428).

Each stage profile was converted into a Moral Maturity

Score (see earlier discussion): Interrater reliabilit}d
coefificients using Pearson product moment correlations

were obtained on a randon? ample (30%) of the responses

of the teachers. Three diff:ferent forms of reliability

were obtained. Firstﬁaaﬁreliability of .91 was. found on
assigning major stages to the teachers. Seoond, a reli-
ability of .76 was found on assigning ma{or and minor
stages to the teachers Third, a reliability of .70 was

found on assigning Moral Maturity Scores to the teachers.

Receptive ability measure. The Rokeach dogmatism

test form E was used. The measure had construct validity
and a test-retest reliability ranging from f93 to .68.
The original scoring used hy Rokeach had a scalahgﬁm&3,
+2, +1, -1, —2, -3 in which +3 represented a totally
close-minded response and -3 represented a totally-open-

minded response. .In this study the scale was modified

to +1 through 4+6 in“which +1 represented a totally close- .,

minded response and +6 represented a totally open~-minded
response. This change re%grsed the scale so that the high-

er scores indicated open-m;fdedness and the lower scores

&

~.~:M‘ *

e

' .
» t
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indicated close-mindedness*(hokeach, 1960, pp. 71-97).

Verbal intelligence measure. The Graduate Records

Examination test of verbal ability had both reliability
and validity as inferred from the information from the .
total testing program. The progrém developers. found that
all tests in thé program had reliability coefficients
greater than..90 on the Kuder-Richardson Formula 20. The
basis for the validity of the various test wés their pre-
dictive validity for groups (Buros, 1972, pp. 1030-2).

Assessing ability measure. The testing instrument

used to measure the ability to assess moral thought state-
ments (termed Moral Knowledge Test) was constructed from
typical stage :équnses to story III of Kohlberg's hypo-
thetical- moral diléﬁﬁas (Kohlberg, 1958, pq( 363-4)..

There were 24 items with‘each¥of the six stages repre-
sented by 4 items. In each stage, 5 of the 4 items repre-
sented "Orientation to. Intentions and Consequences," and

2 of the U4 items repfesented "Motives for Engaging in

[

Moral Action." '"Orientations to Intentions and Conse- -

quences" and "Motives for Engaging in Moral Action" were

the concepts of moralization that were used in the test.

For each concept at each stage, 1 of the 2 items had a do

ichoice and the other had a don't choice.  These 24 items

2

d an equal distribution of stage statements, an equal
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distribution of do and don't choices, and a sample of the
concepts used in moralization (see Note l) These items
were adapted from the work of James Rest. This test had
dontent validity based on.thg sampling of moral statements
representing the types of stages, choices, and concepts
used in moral thought statements. A form of "face" valid- v
ity was, aLso, assumed because both Rest éhd Kohlberg
agreed that these statements regnesented one of the six
stages, one of the choices, and one of:.two concepis of ° Q
moral thought described above (Kohlberg, 1969, pp. 370-82).
The reliability of the measure was determined by.using -

the Cr~:bach alpha prcjected to a standard test (100 items).
A reliabil?ty coefficient of .62 was found for the scores

on the pretest, and a coefficient of .48 was found for the

scores on the posttest. Although these‘ reliability ,coef-

ficients were low, they were adequately reliable for a . .
- group size of sixty teachers (Thorndike &'Hagen, 1969,\ ' v
pp. 194-5). ‘

The test produced two types of scores for each teacher.

= First, the test produced an overali porreét score whleh re- o
presented' the number of correctly assigned stage statements.

This corréct score ranged from 0 bto 2M Second the test - "y

‘ ~
yielded correct scores for each stage léyel ranging from 0 |

2 %‘ a4

to . ™Thus’an-analysis of overall and individual stage

!
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performance was possibh§>/

Research Design and Procedures

I3 -

Data collection The data ‘of age, sex, teaching ex—-I

perience, and verbal score on the Graduate Records Exam-
ination were opﬁained from the information folders for the
experimcntal yaster of Education.program. The data on
Mor 1 Matuﬁiﬁj Score, Rokeach dogmatism score, and correct
scores on Moral Knowledge Test I (pretest) and Moral Know-
ledgs Test IT (posttest) were obtained over a period of .
three. weekend sessions: of the programu' At the first ses-

sion, the Rokeach measure was given, and the Kohlberg
measureitﬂjdetermining moral maturity was handed out to
be returned at the second sessio. At the second session,
the teachers were given Moral.Knowledge Test'I (pretest)
using just the stage descriptions materials provided The
description was given to the teachers in order to- preclude
their having to memorize the descriptions of Kohlberg sl
stages. Prior to administering Moral Knowledge Test I
the teachers were given information about Kohlberg S
approach to moral development and moral education Spe-

A

cifically, the teachers were shown a filmstrip (Kohlberg
& Selman, 1972), given two articles (Kohlberg & M:

1972; Kohlberg & Whitten, 1972), and directed in

sions during two weekend sessions. Finally, most[of the

. \

\
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teachers (88%) had tried to intuitively assess the moral
thoughts of their students prior to the pretest, but had
expressed difficulties about their attempts. After the
‘ pretest was returned, the teachérs weref;nstructed to take
the same test home and use both the stage descriptions and
the Porter and Taylor global rater manual provided and to
assess the stages of the same 24 moral thought items (Moral
;& Knowledée Test II). Two weeké later, the teachers returned
Mora1~Knowledge Test II at the third class session2
Two observations about the data collection method
were made. First, aﬁcofding to Kohlberg, the responses
to hypothetical moral dilemmas and questions uncovered
the underlying structure of moral thought énd unless an
individualjunderstood this way of thinking, it could not
be used properly (Kohlberg, 1971). So, taking the
Kohlberg measure under an unsupervised condition was
. “assumed to have no effect on the regulting Moral Maturity
Scores for the teachers. Second, the testing influence
from the Moral Knowledge Test I to the_Moral«Knowledge

Test II was not deemed a contaminating factor. If the

teachers had been given only the Moral Knowledge Test II,
the teachers would hgve been able to do the exercise aé

many times as they wished before returning it becéuse they

1

were given two weeks,to complete the exercise. Thus a
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prior exercise (Moral Knowledge Test I) was assumed to
have no real influence on the results of Moral Knowledge
Test II.

As with any social science research, the problem of
missing data occurfed. Despite all efforts, a complete
data bank for all teachers was,not obtéined. Review of
the effects of the missing data resulted iﬁ the conélu-
sion that the missing data represented random loss.

}
Statistical analyses. The first question studied .

*

was
| 1. Is there a significgnt‘linear correlatio?
between the selected demographic and person- .
ality variables of the teachers and their
“ abil;ty £o assess moral thought statemgnts
" and~different stages of moral thought state-
menté?
- To test this question, Pearson product moment correla-

tions on age, teaching experience, verbal intelligence,

Rokeach score, and Moral Maturity. Score with overall and \

—-stage correct scores for Moral Knowledge Test I and II )
were made. Since sex was a true dichotomy, point biserial

correlations were used to test, the relationship with cor-

rect scores for Moral Knowledge Test I and II. Procedures

used were found-in Bruning and Kintz (1968).

N T

Q V : 1‘;')
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The second and third questions studied were

L

2. Is there a signif;cant difference between
Moral Knowledge’Test I and II'ih the ability ;
of the teachers to assess moral thought state-
ments and different stages of moral thought
statements?

3. Is there a sigﬁificant difference within
Moral Knowledge Test I and IL in the ability
of the teachers to assess different stages
of moral thought statements?

To test these queétions, a three rfactorial analysis of

variancé test with n 6Bse%vations per cél}:N;n analysis"

of simple main effects test and a Newman;Kuels Sequen-
tial Range éest' were used. The factors”o} Test and ‘

Stage were assumed ‘fixed effects while the factor of

£

Subject was assumed a ransvm effect. The n observations

per cell were the i items at each stage found in the
Moral Knowledge Test. Procedures used were found in

Winer (1971).

" each question used a two tail test at the p .05 level

< of‘§ignificance. s

. All tests of the null hypotheses associated with - ]
1
;
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/ Results

Descriptive Statistics

The descriptive statistics for the dependent and
independent variables are presented_in Table 1. The
demographic variables indicated that the teachers wefe,

on the average, female, around 33 years of age,‘and had

+ 8 years of teaching experience. The personality vari-

ables indicated that the teachers were more than one
standard deviation below the norm mean of 500 .on the
Graduate Records Examination for verbal ability.' Althcugh
no norms vere available for‘the Rokeach dogmat ism test;
the design of the measure.provided for an opeﬁ~mindéd
scofe to fall within the range of 1l0 éo 2406. Therefore,
as a group these teachers were open-minded. The Moral
Maturity Score also had no norm reference. But, in con—‘;

Junction with the Moral Stage, it was noted that as a

group these teachers were thinking on the principle level

" of moral thought in many instances. The score for Moral

‘.Knowledge Test I showed that the teachers correctly iden--

tified onlyéone—third of the 24 moral statements. The
results for scores of Moral Knowlédge Test II were almost
exactlymthé same as for Moral Knowledge Test I.

- The frequency distribution of stage scofe§\assignedw

by the sixty teachers to each moral thought statement in

¢

-

17
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Moral Knowledge Test I and II are given in Table 2. The
table was constructed to reorder the 24 test items in °
order to group by and identify according to stage, choilce
and concept. The frequency distribution for Meral Know-

ledge I demonstrated that these teachers did not correctly

assign stage scores to each of the Ul items within each

stage equally. Also, there was a difference in correct
stage score assignment between stages. In addition,
when teachers incorrectly stage'scored different stage
level moral thought stetements,'they assigned stage
scores to any of the other stage levels. Thé same gen-
eral observations were made by inspecting the frequency

distribution for Moral Knowledge Test II: Further dis-

cusssion of these‘results is made in the next sedtion.

‘Statistical Tests

First question. Pearson product moment correlations

and point biserial correlations of demographic and per-
sonality variables to the everall‘scores of Moral Know--
ledge Test I and II produced only one significant result.
Verbal ability (r = .43) significantly correlated with

the overall score for Moral Knowledge Test I. No signif-
: N

"icant correlations were foundqwith pverall‘scores for

Moral Knowledge Test ‘IIX.

Pearson product moment correlations were also done

-

.18 -

-

K

g
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between the demographic and personality variables and
spores‘fdr each stage ‘'within each Moral Knowledge Test.'
The results tended to conform to the ones found in tpe
correlations w;ph overall scores for the Morél Knbwledge
tests. For Moral Knswledge Test I, verbal ability sig-
‘nificantly correlated with Stage 2 (r = .29), Stage 3
(r = .31), and Stage 6 (r ; ;35)1 Again, tﬁere were no
significant correlations with verbal ability ané scores
féf Moral Knowledge Test II. Four other significant
dorrelationé were uncovered. For Moral Khowledge Test
I, the Moral Maturity Score sigﬁificantly correlated
with Stage 2 (r = .26). For Moral Knowledge Test II,
teaching .experience significantly éorfelated with Stage
'6 (r = .84), and tge Rokeach dogmatism score éignificahtly’
correlated with Stage 1 (r = .26) and Stage 4 (r = .28).
Point bisefialxcorrelations Betweeq sex and scores for '’
gach stage_were not done because of the insignificant i
correlations with overali scores for Morél Knowledge
Test I and II.

In summary y tﬂe correlation tests demonstrated that
verbal ability-wasﬁthe only sighificant correlation with
perfofmanqe.on Mdfal Knowledge Teét I, aah no significant

correlations were found for performance on Moral Know-

ledge Test II. This finding for overall performance was

"

19 S
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supported by the findings for correlations with stage
performance in Moral Knowledge Test I and II. However,
it must be noted that none of the significant correlatlng
variables had more than a moderate level of correlation
with the overall and stage scores for Moral Knowledge
Test I and II.

Second and third gquestions. The results of the

analysis of variance test is .presented in Table 3. The
analysis between the main effectfs of Test showed no sig-
nificant difference between scores for Moral Knowledge

Test I‘and II. ' ) . ///

e

Because the second question required a test for

differences between Test at each Stage level, and since

3

the interaction of Test x Stage was significant (Table 3),

a test of simplé main effects was performed. Table U
presénté the reéults of these tests. The analysis of
Test é@ each Stage level showed that Stagés,l and 3 were
signifié@ntly different between Moral Knowledge,Test I
and IL. Referring to Table 2, the teachers improvéd on
Stage 1 items but declinéd in corréctly assigning stage -
scores for Stage 3 items:

Since the third question asked for the determination

of difference between Stages at each Test level and the

interaction between Test x Stage was significant (Table 3),

20
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! test of simple main effects for Stages at Test levels

was performed (Table ). For both Test levels there

was a significant difference between Stages A Newman-

Keuls test was performed on the totai correct stage scores

for both Moral Knowledge Test I and II (Table 5). The

results for Moral Knowledge Test I showed (a) Stage 3

was significantly different fronwdStage 5 and 43 (b)

Stage 1, 2, and 6 were significantly different from

Stage 5. No other significant differences were noted.

The results for Moral Knowledge Test II showed (a) Stage 1
was significantly different from Stage 2, 3, 4, 5 and 63
s (b) Stage 6 and 3 were significantly different from Stage M.

In summary, theloverall test for difference between

Moral Knowledge Test I and II showed that the performance \\m’
on the two tests wérenot different.. Inspection of per-
formance on stages between and within each Moral Knowledge
Test\indicated that there were some differences. These
latter findings support the conclusion that the Porter
and Taylor global rater guide ‘did have some effect on

the performances between Moral Knowledge I and II, but

N

did not aid the teachers in changing overall performance. X . 1
|

Discussion
This study supported the generalization that teachers

cannot assess moral thought statements with an adequate ) |

[y

[
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degree of correctness by using the Porter and Taylor
global reter manual. However, information concerning '
factors related to the ability to assess moral thought
statementsmas meager. None of the demographic and per-
sonality Variables examined were strongly:related to

¥

assessingfebilities in either Moral Knowledge Test I or
II. lhese tariables were studied as being related —
linearly to the ability to assess moral thought state-
ments. It could be that they do not relate in a linear v
fashion, or there are other more stronély correldted
factors that were not investigéted.
‘ A rater manual is supposed‘to eqdalize raters so
that differences in demographic and persohality vari-
ables are controlled Although the variable Of verbal
ability, which significantly correlated with Moral Know-

ledge Test I, was removed with Moral Knowledge Test II,

the teachers did not’ improve in their assc® sing abilities.

There was something influencing the teachers 1in such a
way as to cause them to do poorly in assessing moral
thouéht statements. Tests«on differences in stage pre-
formance gziween and within tests indicated that the
- Porter: and ‘I‘aylor global rater manual had an effect.

) H

Howeven,athe effect was merely to help rate Stage 1

moral statemernits better and Stage 3 statements worse

between the two tests. At present; the exact reason
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for this change is not evident. What is evident is that
A

the Porter énd Taylor manual wés inadequate in helping
these teachers successfully use the global rating process.
As a result, research needs to be done on‘(ﬁ?ﬁways

L
to assist teachers to properly assess moral thoughtf state-

ments (i.e., a better rater manual and training);,:g) a
determination of factors relating to assessiﬁé“:%iiity.
Until thesg research problems are solved, the use of the
advocated instructional procedures requiring diagnosis

of moral thoughts of students cannot be used by teachers
like the ones in this stqdy. It is,imperative, therefore,
that social studies educators refrain from indicating
that teachers cah correctly assess the moral thought
stage of their students. F&r if‘teache;s tried to assess
the moféiﬂthought stage pf their students, they could
incorrectly stége score Stage 1 moral thought as Stage 6

or Stage 6 as Stage 1!

[y
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Footnotes

i

1In order to demonstrate the items on the Moral
Knowlcdge Test the following H examples are given., The

examples .are similar to the ones used on the Moral Know-

ledge Test and represent-the four basic contents and four

of the six stages used on the test
Stage 1, Choice do, Concept of "Orientation to
Intentions and Corisequences":

Heinz should steal the drug for his dying wife.

It isn't actually bad to take the drug. It isn't.
like Heinz didn't ask the druggist if he could
pay later. The drug -that Heinz would take is only
worth $200. 'So, he isn't really taking a $2000
‘drug | >

Stage 2, Choigce don't, Concept of "Orientation to

Intentions and ConSequences":

Heinz should not take the drug for his dying wife.

The druggist isn't wrong or evil, he just wants to

sell the drug for a profit. That is what a person
is in business to do, to Mmake a profit.

Stage 3, Choice do, Concept\ of "Motives for Engaging
in Moral Action"

No one'will think Heinz is bad if he steals tho drug
for his dying wife, but his family will’think he is

" an inhuman husband if he doesn't steal the drug. 1If
Heinz lets his wife die, ‘he will never be able to

- look anybody in the face.again:l

27 '
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3

- Stage A, Choice don't, Concept of "Motive for

Engaging in Moral Actions™: l

Heinz is‘desperate and he may not know he is wrong

when he steals the drug for his dying wife. ‘But he

will‘kﬁow he did wrong after he is pﬁnished and

sént to prison. He willlalways feel guilty for his

éishonesty and lawbreaking.
For a more detailed description of the 24 items, the reaéer
ié referred to the discussion by Rest and Kohlberg (Kohlberg,
*~_l969, pp. 370-82). |

%No formal investigation was conducted as to whether

the teachers used the Porter and Taylor self Eraining
global rater manual for Moral Knowledge Test II. Because
of the simplicity of the adapted version of the Porter‘
and Taylor manual, it was believed logical to assume

that the teachers would use the manual. Informal dis-
cuss.ons between course instrﬁctors and teachers aftér//?
the'experiment convinced this'researche? that the logical

assumption that teachers would use the manual was correct.

28




Fisure 1
*
STAGES OF MorAL DEVELOPMENT )

PRE~CONVENTIONAL LEVEL
VALUE RESIiDES IN EXTERNAL QUASI-PHYSICAL HAPPENINGS, IN PERSONS AND STANDARDS.
STAGE 1: PUNISHMENT AND OBEDIENCE DRIENTATION., EGOCENTRIC DEFERENCE TO SUPERIOR
POWER OR PRESTIGE OR A TROUBLE-AVOIDING SET. OBJECTIVE RESPONSIBILITY.
STAGE 2: INSTRUMENTAL RELATIVIST ORIENTATIGN. RIGHT ACTION IS THAT OF INSTRU- -
MENTALLY SATISFYING THE SELF'S NEEDS AND OCCASIONALLY THE NEEDS OF
OTHERS. AWARENESS OF RELATIVISM OF VALUE TO EACH ACTOR'S NEEDS AND PER-
SPECTIVE, NALVE EGALITARIANISM AND ORIENTATION TO EXCHANGE AND RECT-
PROCITY. '

CONVENTIONAL LEVEL . .
MORAL VALUE RESIDES 1N PERFORMING GOOD OR RIGHT ROLES, iN MAINTAINING THE CONVEN-
TIONAL ORDER AND THE EXPECTANCIES OF OTHERS. ' ‘
STAGE 3: “GoOD BGY--NICE GIRL” ORIENTATION. ORIENTATION TO APPROVAL AND TO
PLEASING AND HELPING OTHERS, CONFORMITY .TO STEREOTYPICAL 1MAGIS OF
) MAJORITY OR -NATURAL ROLE BEHAVIOR, AND JUDGMENT BY INTENTIONS.
Stace U: LAW AND ORDER ORIENTATION. ORIENTATION T@ “DOING DUTY" AND TO SHOWING
RESPECT FOR AUTHORITY AND MAINTAINING THE GIVEN SOCIAL ORDER FOR ITS
OWN SAKE. REGARD FOR EARNED EXPECTATIONS OF OTHERS. ' :

POST-CONVENTIONAL LEVEL

MORAL VALUE RESIDES IN CONFORMITY BY THE SELF TO SHARED OR SHAREABLE STANDARDS,

RIGHTS., OR DUTIES.

StaGE 5: SOCIAL-CONTRACT LEGALISTIC ORJENTATI{ON, RECOGNITION OF AN ARBITRARY
ELEMENT OR STARTING POINT iN RULES OR EXPECTATIONS FOR THE SAKE OF
AGREEMENT. DuTY DEFINED IN TERMS OF CONTRACT, GENERAL AVOIDANCE OF
VIOLATION OF THE WILL OR RIGHTS OF OTHERS, AND MAJORITY WILL AND WELFARE,

STAGE 6: UNIVERSAL STHICAL PRINCIPLE ORIENTATION. ORIENTATION NOT ONLY TO ACTU-
ALLY ORDAINED SOCIAL RULES BUT ALSO TO PRINCIPLES OF CHOICE INVOLVING
APPEAL TO LOGICAL UNIVERSALITY AND CONSISYENCY. ORIENTATION. TO CON-
SCIENCE AS A DIRECTING AGENT AND TO MUTUAL RESPECT AND TRUST. g

'ADAPTED FroM TURIEL (1969, PP, 96~97)

29




Apnig 9yl ur sOJeWAJ 1§ PuB SOTBR § °oIdM exayL

| ‘ ONISSIH

0 0 ¢ . € 4 9 1 0 ST
00°¢T1 00 %1 »s 0°00&- 0°¢ic 0°0¢9 0°8% .7 0°LS

o3 o1 o3 o1 oca .. ~ o3 o3} 1, o013 TONVY
00°¢ 00°¢- Amvw.. '0°£49¢ 07801 0°0¢¢ 0°T 0°¢¢

. . - . . . . NOILVIAZA

ST°¢ . VA4 9°6S 6°¢¢C 0°16 L . §°L QIVANVLS

. 00°¢L 00°8 (g o.mw@ , 0°961 0°00% ~ 0°¢C 0°9¢ JAON

0Ss° L SL°L € geYy G°GCT - €£°8L¢E €76 G'1I¢ NYIQIR

€8 L L6° L IR EA VAR R NE € %6¢ Z°8 6°¢Ct NVIR
d9008S d3008 dOVLS JI900S m d400s IVEddA , IONFTYIIXH  HOV

IT 4O0dTMONA I JOQdTMONA ALTYALVIW  HOVIN0Y J89 ONIHOVIL
TVIOR - TVIOR .

TVIOH \

£Apn3g xapun SoTqeTIBA 203 soTasTaeag =2atadraosag
X%

T °IqEL




K

Frequency

Table 2

i *
Distribution of Stage Scores Assigned

MORAL KNOWLEDGE |
. .STAGE ASSIGNED

MORAL KNOWLEDGE I
STAGE ASSIGHED

TOTAL

STAGE CHOICE COWCEPT 1 2 3 4”7 .5 6 TOTAL 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 D0 IWIENTION 3 25 12 3 13 4 6. 1 31 17 0. 9 2 6 |
1 DOWT INTENTION 16 6 9 25 3 60 30 0 2 2 0 &
1 D0 KOTIVE 23 5 1» 16 2 B0 o 12 5 8 2 .60
! DOWT KOTIVE & 9 1 5 0 1 6 5. 1 0 2 O 0 60
STAGE 1 TOTALS 8 45 3> 43 16 10 240 112 44 25 35 19 4 240
2 - DO, INTENTION O 9 9 10 26 6 60 0 8 25 3 18 ' 6 60 |
2 DON'T INTENTION 13 24 8 .9 1 60 16 1 1 27 1 1 8
2 D0 KOTIVE 9 25 13 9 60 7 28 1 ..1 -7 360
2 DOW'T MOTIVE 9 28 9 4 60 - 11 27 4 3 5 0 60
STAGE 2 TOTALS 31 8 39 32 39 13 240 3 77 54 3% 31 10 240
3 DO AWTENTION 3 19 24 4 2 60 1 235 2 2 3 2 60
3. DON'T INTENTION 5 " 11 11 22 3 60 18 9 6 24 2 1 60
3 D0 HOTIVE 6 39 6 2 60 1 10 3% 1 6 60
3 DOWT MOTIE 4 9 27 13 '1 60 W 7 9 2 5 60; .
STAGE 3 TOTALS 15 4 10 45 2 8 243 34 43 8 43 16  10. 249
4 DO INTENTION 3 7 10 10 2 8 60 0 2 24 3 10 60
4  DON'T INTENTION 5 11 12 28 3 60 2 - Iy 30 3 60
Yy D0 KOTIVE 4 14 18 11 5 60 0 12 2 9 8 50
4 DOWT KOTIVE 17 6 11 18 4 4 60 27 5 8 13 5 60
STAGE 4 TOTALS 29 38 51 67 35 20 240 23 38 8 55 26 12 240
S DO IMTENTION 3 5 5 6 29 12 60 0 3 7 3 30 17 &0
5 DONT INTENTION 1 2 3 31 10 13 60 0 "0 2 10 6 60
5 D0 KOTIE 7 7 ¥ .7 8 2 60 0 7 28 4 15 6 60
5 DOWT MOTE -1 0 19 28 10 2 60 9 2 10 33 5 1 6
STAGE 5 TOTALS 12 14 5% 72 5 29 240 9 12 4 § 60 30 240
6 DO INTENTION D 1 2 "6 18 32 6. 0 0 I EA
6 DON'T INTEWTION 1 9. 17 19 60 1 4 8 23 22 60
6° . D0 MOTIVE 5 5 9 2 16 60 6 6 6 19 16 60
6 DON'T MOTVE 2 5 13 9 17 14 60 10 5 13 4 -8 10 60
8 16 2 33 73 8 240 17 15 2. 29 72 8 240

STAGE £ TOTALS

* . . . .-
The concept of "Intention" referred to "Orientations to
Intentions and Consequences' and the concept of
"Motive" referred to "Motive for Engaging in Moral

Action.'
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" Table 3 °

A .
Anélysis of Variance of Moral Knowledge Test I and II

v

MS F

Source = S df

5 - —

Subject . 17.604 59 .2984, " -

A (Test) .017 o1 L0170 094 -
A x Subjeect 10.629 59 . 1802 ‘
B (Stage) 11.022 5 2046 10.438"
B x Subject 62.290 295 12112

- AB ‘ 2.665 5 .5330 3.125"
AB x Subjett .50.314 295 + 1706

Within 481.750 2160 £2230

?otal a 636.291 2879 ,

* .
Significant at

£

.05




T
Table 4 '
Analysis of. Sifiple Main Effects for Test-Stdge Interaction
) P
«  Source . ’ . SS af¢  * MS Foooo
A (Test) at B, (Stage 1). " 1.408 /1 1.408  7.814"
A at By(Stage 2) - 169, 1 169 .938
A at By(Stage 3) - . 752 1. .152  4.1737
A at B,(Stage 4) | . 300 1 .300 1.665
L A at B (Stage’ 5) 019 1 019 .105 ‘
A at B.(Stage 6) 034 1 034 .189 f
SR (2.682) | | ‘
A x Subject . 10.629. 59 ,1802
“**“"“””§MZ§E;§£§';§'Al(Tesc 1) 5.047  5°  1.009 4.777"
B at A,(Test 2) ‘ - 8.640 5. 1.728 8.182°
(13.687): . .
B x Subjéct 62.290 295 2112 - ‘
N
?Significant at p = .05
4 '
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Table 5

Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for Stages at Test Levels

Moral Knowledge I. ’ .

T, 57 67 8L 8 . 86 101 |

By B, B¢ \ By By . By T qgs(r,295)/ﬁﬁ§gg
B, — 10 24" 29" 29" 4.6 - - - - - 29.12
B, ) 14: 19 19 T 3F- 5 - oo oo - 27.83
By ) 5:‘ 5:‘20-4 ------ 26.20
B, 015 -3 - - 23792
B, 15 -2 - - - - - - 19.86

e o o o 4 e o oo o B e e = o S e - e St e s - o o S = S o = S e o e 3 = an T S 0 > - - - -

, T. 55 60 77 82 85 112

: B, Bs B, B By !By T qgs(r,2§5)/rTs,l)‘;
B, — 5 22 27" 30 A S 29.12
B X 17: ~22 T 25 \‘ 52%.5 o . 27.83
B, ) 5:‘8"‘35*-4----\---25;20
‘ B, T3 : ~30%- 3 - - - - - - 23.92
' Bg 277 - 2 = = = - - - 19.86

*
Significant at p = .05
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